My opinion in this regard, which I would like to propose merely as a basis for discussion, is that this is fairly superficial thinking. First of all, for a negative reason: it is inconceivable that the agent of social change should be, on the one hand, a minority and, on the other, a beneficiary, to a large extent, of the existing situation. And this is, in my view, equally true in regard to East and West; I mean that the stratum of intellectuals in general, and that of the technical intellectuals in particular, cannot be counted among those who are directly harmed in a classical sense. If anyone can benefit from the technical products and at the same time avoid their worst consequences, it is the social strata that include at least a large proportion of the intellectuals. And secondly, for a positive reason: because the social class which is most productive in terms of survival is, in my opinion, indispensable for change, so I do not view the stratum of intellectuals as an adequate agent, nor do I see the possibility of making an important social change without the class that most decisively maintains society's subsistence.
Of course, there is a possibility of getting around my two objections: the possibility of those intellectuals having a despotic power that could force the working classes to continue working and, at the same time, to accept, under conditions of domination, a new austerity, a new type of daily life.
Without elaborating any further, I will simply state my opinion. I believe that the new set of problems does not alter the revolutionary labour movement's old conviction that the agent of social change is found in the working classes, primarily in the industrial proletariat. Having said this, it is in any case worth reviewing schematically the new problems, which may lead us to think, according to Lukács's famous boutade, that we are worse off than in 1848 from that point of view, from the point of view of the active self-consciousness of those who ought to be the material agent of social change.
The new problems are cultural and material. The cultural problem is the entire tradition of the labour movement: it will surely be very difficult for the labour movement, in, for example, its most direct expression, the trade union movement, to perceive any time soon the need to consider the satisfaction of its needs in a new way. All of us who work in the labour milieu have had experience of just how difficult it is. For example, I myself have faced the following, spontaneous response from militant, combative worker cadres when they heard the idea that the private automobile is surely something whose elimination is necessary: 'now that the workers can own a car you theorists discover that the car is bad' . Laura Tremosa has had an experience even more dramatic than this one: in a workers' environment in which she was employed, they went so far as to forbid her from saying, or to threaten to interrupt her if she said, anything against the automobile during her work. And it is in the
